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Abstract  
The explosive growth of social media and online communities offers companies new unique 
opportunities to utilize information and knowledge capital by involving users in the company’s 
innovation activities. Companies started to realize the huge potential of online brand communities as 
a source of R&D innovations, and the ability to utilize and manage customer knowledge effectively 
can create competitive advantage for companies. The objective of this research is to identify factors 
which explain community members’ participation in open innovation activities in online brand 
communities. It is important from the research and business viewpoint to identify the factors which 
motivate users to participate in open innovation and enable new value creation for the company’s 
services and products. Structural equation modeling results indicate that both task involvement and 
utility explain significantly information and knowledge sharing and willingness to participate in open 
innovation activities. In addition, information and knowledge sharing has a strong significant impact 
on participation in open innovation. Implications for research and practice are suggested. 
Keywords: Open innovation, Information and knowledge sharing, Brand community 
1 INTRODUCTION 
Traditionally, new product development has been a well-protected, secret activity, which was 
conducted from beginning to end inside the company. However, in the open innovation model, new 
innovations are developed in collaboration with instances outside the company (Chesbrough and 
Appleyard, 2007). Customer integration into the innovation process is about to become best practice 
(Enkel et al., 2005), and customer integration increases a company’s potential for innovation (Urban 
and von Hippel, 1988). Online communities can provide an opportunity for innovation and for 
building and strengthening the company’s brand. Recently, organizations have started to make use of 
online communities in their business operations (Kuikka and Äkkinen, 2011). Information and 
knowledge are an organization’s most valuable resources, as the output of combining them is based 
on creative processes which are difficult to imitate (Wasko and Faraj, 2005). IT-based virtual 
customer integration is a way to make use of customers’ ideas (Dahan and Hauser, 2002). Companies 
can achieve competitive advantage by utilizing customer creativeness and intellectual capital, for 
example, by establishing online communities around the company’s brand and products – so-called 
brand communities. A brand community is a ‘specialized, non-geographically bound community 
based on a structured set of social relations among admirers of a brand.’ (Muniz and O’Guinn, 2001: 
412) By considering the ideas and input of brand community members, the company has a bigger 
chance of creating also in future products that customers are contented with. Members of brand 
communities represent especially valuable sources of innovation as they are usually passionate about 
the brand and experienced with its products (McAlexander et al., 2002). However, there is no 
guarantee that users of these communities will actually start to share information and knowledge with 
the company (Wasko and Faraj, 2005). The starting point for the research was practical. A manager of 
a medium-sized, international company contacted the authors to ask how the company could engage 
their customers in the company’s service and product development innovation by utilizing social 
media. The company used a social media environment where the customers actively exchanged 
experiences, ideas and knowledge about the company's products and services. The company followed 
the discussions in this social media environment and participated to some extent, but they did not have 
a clear view of what drives information and knowledge sharing by the customers who participated in 
open innovation activities. The subject is very important from the scientific and practical point of 
view. Use of social networks in businesses is becoming increasingly important (e.g. Kuikka and 
Äkkinen, 2011; Light et al., 2008). Therefore, organizations want to see empirical evidence of how to 
engage individuals in social media to participate in open innovation activities. As far as we know, 
there is a lack of research which is focused on the willingness to participate in open innovation in an 
online brand community. One of the studies we know was conducted by Füller et al. (2008). They 
studied willingness to participate in open innovation within Volkswagen Golf GTI users. Their 
study’s data was collected at an annual GTI car brand community meeting in Austria.  
For companies who want to integrate members of their online brand communities into the company’s 
innovation activities, it would therefore be essential to know what actually motivates members of 
these communities to share information and knowledge with the company and participate in open 
innovative activities. This represents a research gap, which the present research seeks to close. The 
remainder of the paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we discuss the theoretical background 
and hypotheses. Section 3 introduces the research methodology. Section 4 presents the research 
model. Findings of the study and the implications for research and practice are discussed in Section 5. 
The sixth section concludes the paper.   
2 THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND HYPOTHESES 
Chesbrough (2003) defines open innovation as “a paradigm that assumes that firms can and should 
use external ideas as well as internal ideas, and internal and external paths to market, as the firms look 
to advance their technology”. A good example of the success of open innovation is the Lego 
Mindstorms story. After various stages, Lego finally opened up their software on the web for those 
interested in Lego, allowing interested to design innovative and next generation products. In this case, 
Lego utilized the creativeness and innovativeness of Lego brand community together with the Lego’s 
own designers and development experts. In the open innovation business model, new innovations are 
created in collaboration with instances outside the company. Based on Chesbrough’s (2003) definition 
of open innovation, companies open up new channels for ideas coming from outside scientific, 
professional or user-based sources instead of doing all innovation and product or service development 
themselves. An important aspect in the open innovation model is the distribution, sharing and 
integration of information and knowledge (Chesbrough et al., 2006: 1). The company’s own brand 
communities offer creative and skillful users a chance to voluntarily participate in the company’s 
R&D activities and in the creation of innovations, in connections to brands that are important to them. 
According to von Hippel (2001), successful innovation with the community requires that at least part 
of the participants have the motivation to innovate and to voluntarily reveal these innovations to 
others.  
Next, we will review factors which, based on previous research, have an influence on information and 
knowledge sharing and on the willingness to participate in open innovation.  
2.1 Information and knowledge sharing 
In the present research we study the direct effect of information and knowledge sharing on the 
consumers’ willingness to participate in user-led innovation and R&D activities of a Finnish sport 
instrument and heart rate monitoring company. Social media is used to exchange both information and 
knowledge. Although it is important to distinguish information and knowledge (Nonaka and 
Takeuchi, 1995; Jarvenpaa and Staples, 2000), we do not limit in this research to what gets 
transmitted electronically or how the information is transformed to knowledge. We expect that in our 
case, when people use social media, when they are changing their experiences and learned practices 
based on the reciprocity “I will help you hoping you will help me”, they feel that they are not tied to 
organizational norms of ownership or organizational benefits. The more people hold beliefs that 
shared information and knowledge is owned by them instead of the organization, the more willing 
they are to share information and knowledge because sharing positively reflects their identity and self-
worth (Jarvenpaa and Staples, 2000).  
The sharing and generation of collectively created new understanding are the foundation of 
community-based R&D innovation. Without the rich knowledge produced by community members, 
virtual communities have only limited value (Chiu et al., 2006), and therefore the success of virtual 
communities completely depends on the members’ participation activity and investment into the 
creation of new knowledge (Tedjamulia et al., 2005). The benefits received by sharing information 
and knowledge motivate people to participate in open innovation (Wasko and Faraj, 2000). When 
people believe that their experience is valuable and useful, they are more willing to share it with 
others (Wasko and Faraj, 2000; 2005). The members’ active participation ensures that the 
community’s information is always up to date. Members of brand communities have extensive 
(explicit and tacit) knowledge of the products and services of the brand, and are willing to share it 
with other members of the community and the company (Muniz and O’Guinn, 2001; Füller et al., 
2008). Therefore, it can be assumed that the energy of information sharing and the new information 
created through information sharing have an effect on the innovation activity of the brand community. 
This leads to the hypothesis:  
H1: Information and knowledge sharing has a positive influence on the willingness to participate in 
open innovation activities. 
Information and knowledge sharing is explained by four variables: utility, task involvement, social 
identity and social cohesion. 
2.2 The experienced utility 
In our study, utility describes to what extent online community participation promotes to get 
information from other community members and, on the other hand, individuals’ perception to which 
extent participation enables knowledge sharing with the other community members. Wasko and Faraj 
(2000) suggest that when individuals view knowledge as a private good owned either by the 
organization or the individual, individuals are motivated to share knowledge in order to gain a certain 
utility, i.e. personal benefit. Franke and Shah (2003) find that seeking personal benefits, e.g. receiving 
recognition or getting a product one wants to use, are strong motives for sharing innovations with the 
community. According to Hsu et al. (2007), community members are likely to share their knowledge 
when positive personal outcome expectations can be realized. Following this lead, we suggest that:  
H2: The experienced utility has a positive influence on information and knowledge sharing.  
Individuals participate in online co-production and innovation for utilitarian and hedonic reasons 
(Hemetsberger, 2003; Füller et al., 2008). For utilitarian, need-driven participants, the willingness to 
innovate is induced by some unfulfilled need (Hemetsberger, 2003; Shah, 2006), and this need can be 
related to product improvements, completely new products, gaining reputation, reciprocity and the 
improvement of one’s skills (Franke and Shah, 2003; Shah, 2006). This leads to hypothesis:  
H3: The experienced utility has a positive influence on the willingness to participate in open 
innovation activities. 
2.3 Task involvement 
For hedonic, task involvement-driven participants, the brand community represents a channel to 
express their know-how and creativity in a way that gives them a feeling of satisfaction. According to 
Shah (2006), so-called hobbyists participate in information and knowledge sharing and innovation in 
virtual communities because the creation of something new in collaboration with others is nice. This 
leads to the following hypothesis: 
H4: Task involvement has a positive influence on information and knowledge sharing.  
Members of brand communities are motivated by the achievement of sharing information, and 
persons with a high achievement motive enjoy challenging tasks and get a feeling of being competent 
upon completion of the task (Wu and Sukuko, 2010). In contrast to utilitarian participants, hedonic, 
intrinsically motivated participants get involved in the task of joint innovation because it is ‘fun’, a 
joyful experience or passion in connection with certain activities (Belk et al., 2000). Dholakia et al. 
(2004) find that the entertainment value factor has a direct influence on participation behavior. Task-
involvement-driven members participate in innovation communities mainly because of the fun and 
enjoyment derived from the very act of creating and tinkering (Shah, 2006). Thus we hypothesize: 
H5: Task involvement has a positive influence on the willingness to participate in open innovation 
activities. 
2.4 Social identity 
People have a tendency to hide their knowledge until they can be sure that the other person is their 
group mate and that the sharing of information benefits their own well-being. A strong social identity 
increases the members’ responsibility and expresses itself in the members’ wish to act in a way that 
supports the goals and objectives of the community (Bergami and Bagozzi, 2000; Hemetsberger, 
2003; Algesheimer et al., 2005). People who have a common identity most likely have similar goals, 
rules and interests which motivate the community members to share and integrate information with 
the other members of the community (Nahapieti and Ghoshal, 1998). This leads to hypothesis:  
H6: Social identity has a positive influence on information and knowledge sharing.  
A brand represents a certain image to the consumer, and brand as a symbol reflects the individual’s 
image of oneself (Keller, 2003). Brand identity refers to convergence of an individual’s own identity 
and brand image (Bagozzi and Dholakia, 2006). Social identity is defined as an individual’s self-
awareness as a member of the virtual community (Bagozzi, 2002), the brand community in the present 
research. A strong social identity grows the members’ responsibility and manifests itself in the 
members’ desire to behave in a way that supports the goals and objectives of the brand community 
(Bergami and Bagozzi, 2000; Algesheimer et al., 2005). As Dholakia et al. (2004) show, social 
identity has via participants’ desires and we-intentions an influence on participation behavior. We 
derive the following hypothesis: 
H7: Social identity has a positive influence on the willingness to participate in open innovation 
activities. 
2.5 Social cohesion 
Cohesion is a process reflected in a group’s orientation to stick together and be cohesive when 
performing a task. Social cohesion theory explains causally interrelated phenomena of individual and 
group level interactions describing individuals’ attraction to the group (Friedkin, 2004; Hsu and Lu, 
2007). According to Hsu and Lu (2007), social cohesion is linked to positive interpersonal relations, 
communication, and interaction. Franke and Shah (2003) identify that enjoying the process of creating 
something jointly is a motivator for sharing information between community members. Wasko and 
Faraj (2000) suggest that people participate in social communities because they want to engage in the 
exchange of ideas and solutions across people and globally. Further, Wasko and Faraj (2000) suggest 
that work units behaving as communities are more innovative. People feel that the social community 
enables access to knowledge and information and becomes a valuable forum to receive feedback on 
ideas and solutions. This leads to the following hypothesis:  
H8: Social cohesion has a positive influence on information and knowledge sharing.  
According to Carron et al. (2003), cohesion refers to a dynamic process which describes the tendency 
of group members to stick together and remain together in trying to achieve the group’s instrumental 
goals and/or the enjoyment which result from the satisfaction of the members’ affective needs. Social 
cohesion affects the level of commitment and motives for the members’ actions. In a brand 
community, the passionate attitude towards the brand’s products and services, and the mutual feeling 
of solidarity are the reasons for a feeling of cohesion between the members of the community. In 
addition, active interaction creates the feeling of togetherness (Preece, 2001). According to Hsu and 
Lu (2007), the experienced cohesion has a positive effect on greater commitment to the group task 
and an improved group performance. Active participation in the brand community improves group 
cohesion (Casalo et al., 2008). Thus, we derive the following hypothesis: 
H9: Social cohesion has a positive influence on the willingness to participate in open innovation 
activities. 
2.6 Domain specific skills 
It is a basic requirement for innovation that at least some of the participants have the motive and the 
necessary skills to produce new innovations (von Hippel, 2001). According to Kim et al. (2008), the 
creation of new innovations together with users demands a high enough level of skills from the 
participants as well as a channel to bring forward and concretize the innovativeness. Amabile (1997) 
states that creativity consists of three components: task motivation, domain relevant skills, and 
expertise to create something new. Expertise affects the individual's domain specific skills, problem-
solving ability, previous experience and technical skills. Expertise is more than a huge amount of 
knowledge; it is creativity and ability to apply this knowledge. Brand community members have a 
broad and comprehensive experience about the brand’s products and services they use (Lettl et al., 
2006). Franke and Shah (2003) find that the most innovative members of the community receive 
support from other creative and innovative members. Based on the reciprocal feedback, the ideas 
develop into high quality new innovations and product improvement. Lettl et al. (2006) emphasize 
technological experience. Lüthje (2004) emphasizes in his study the role of technical know-how, as 
nearly two-thirds of user-driven innovations were produced by technically skilled members of the 
community. Thus, we hypothesize: 
H10: Domain specific skills have a positive influence on the willingness to participate in open 
innovation activities. 
2.7 Brand trust 
A brand helps the customer to distinguish and identify a company and its offerings from other offers 
on the market. Often, a brand stands for a good and trustworthy product and/or service. Brand trust 
can be seen as the tendency of the customer to believe that a brand keeps its promises regarding 
performance (Chyaudhuri and Holbrook, 2001). Brand trust does not arise within one moment, its 
development demands time, and its basis are the customer’s previous good experiences with the brand 
(Anderson and Narus, 1990). Active participation in the activities of the brand community requires 
that the individual trusts the community and its members, and trust increases the member’s 
commitment to the community (Morgan and Hunt, 1994), as well as participation in the activities of 
the brand community (Casalo et al., 2008). According to Porter and Donthu (2008), a trust-based 
relationship with the company increases the consumer’s willingness to participate in the development 
of a new product together with the company. Thus, we hypothesize: 
H11: Brand trust has a positive influence on the willingness to participate in open innovation 
activities.  
Satisfaction is defined as pleasurable fulfillment, which means that the consumer senses that 
consumption fulfills some need, desire, goal etc., and that this fulfillment is pleasurable (Oliver, 
1999). According to Oliver (1999), the consumer’s satisfaction with previous purchases manifests 
itself in a continuous tendency to purchase products of a certain brand. Deng et al. (2010) notice that 
consumer perceived value increases consumer satisfaction: if the consumer feels that his expectations 
concerning his purchase decisions are fulfilled, he is satisfied and develops positive feelings towards 
the brand. In other words, the consumer develops trust towards the brand. Consumer perceived value 
does not only depend on the value-for-money, but is multi-dimensional and is based on the difference 
between the consumer’s expectations and experiences (Sweeney and Soutar, 2001). The influence of 
these dimensions on the consumer’s purchasing decision varies depending on the decision 
circumstances. Functional, social, and/or emotional value influence either in isolation or in different 
combinations the purchase decision of the consumer. Functional value refers to the utility derived 
from the product due to the reduction of its perceived short term and longer term costs, as well as due 
to the utility derived from the perceived quality and expected performance of the product. Functional 
value has been traditionally seen as the most important factor influencing on a consumer’s purchase 
decision. Emotional value refers to the utility derived from the feelings or affective states that a 
product generates, which can be connected to certain situations, memories or aesthetics. Social value 
refers to the utility derived from the product’s ability to enhance social self-concept. By choosing a 
certain product or service, the consumer signals that he/she belongs to a certain group. The social 
value connected to a product or service can surpass the functional value when making a purchase 
decision. Thus, we hypothesize (Figure 1 in Section 4 shows our research model and hypotheses): 
H12: The experienced functional value has a positive influence on brand trust. 
H13: The experienced emotional value has a positive influence on brand trust. 
H14: The experienced social value has a positive influence on brand trust. 
 
3 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
Responses were collected using a Web based questionnaire among members of a Finnish heart rate 
monitor company’s online brand community. The company will be referred to as Beta in the present 
research. The questions were in Finnish and the survey was conducted by using the Webropol survey 
application, which is a solution for gathering data, managing feedback, and reporting data. The 
questionnaire was accessible for two weeks. The questionnaire was sent from the server owned by the 
company to 1500 randomly picked community members who had given their consent to be contacted. 
The questionnaire resulted in 205 relevant responses (response rate = 13.7%). The number of male 
respondents was 170 (82.9 %). The number of female respondents was 33 (16.1%). Two respondents 
(1%) did not reveal their gender. Regarding the age distribution, 36 respondents (17.6%) were less 
than 31 years old, 71 respondents (34.6%) were 32-41 years old, 72 respondents (35.1%) were 42-51 
years old and 26 respondents (12.6%) were more than 52 years old. 80 respondents (39%) evaluated 
their computer skills as “very good”, 87 respondents (42.4%) as “moderately good”, 34 respondents 
(16.6%) as “medium”, 4 respondents (2.0%) as “moderate”, and no one as “very weak”.  
3.1 Reliability and validity 
The reliability of constructs can be improved by using previously validated and tested questions 
(Straub, 1989; Boudreau et al., 2001). Accordingly, the items used in this research were based on 
validated questions adapted from prior studies (see the first column in Table 1). All of the items in the 
instrument were measured using a seven-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to 
strongly agree (7). “Monitor X” in Table 1 is a synonym for one of Beta’s products. In the 
questionnaire, the product was named, but here we use a synonym to keep the company anonymous.  
 
Construct / 
Origin 
Items Question asked in the 
questionnaire 
Factor 
loadings 
Average 
variance 
extracted 
Composite 
reliability 
Cronbach’s 
alpha 
Innovation 
participation 
 
Füller et al. 
(2008) 
Inno 1 Would you like to participate in 
the social community to develop 
new technology?  
0.932 0.891 0.970 0.960 
Inno 2 Would you like to participate in 
the social community to develop 
new web-applications? 
0.945    
Inno 3 In my opinion, it is important 
that I can participate in the 
social community to develop 
new technology. 
0.956    
Inno 4 In my opinion, it is important 
that I can participate in the 
social community to develop 
new web-applications. 
0.943    
Information 
and 
knowledge 
sharing 
 
Koh and 
Kim (2004),  
Hsu et al 
(2007) 
Infkno 1 I frequently participate in 
knowledge sharing activities in 
the Beta online community. 
0.834 0.634 0.896 0.853 
Infkno 2 I usually spend a lot of time 
conducting knowledge sharing 
activities in the Beta online 
community. 
0.860    
Infkno 3 When participating in the Beta 
online community, I usually 
actively share my knowledge 
with others. 
0.854    
Infkno 4 When discussing a complicated 
issue, I am usually involved in 
the subsequent interactions.  
0.706    
Infkno 5 I usually involve myself in 
discussion.  
0.714    
Task 
involvement 
 
Füller et al. 
(2008) 
Taskin 1 Dealing with innovations (about 
my Monitor X) on the Internet 
would be inspiring.  
0.920 0.885 0.968 0.956 
Taskin 2 Dealing with innovations (about 
my Monitor X) on the Internet 
would be pleasurable. 
0.958    
Taskin 3 Dealing with innovations (about 
my Monitor X) on the Internet 
would be exciting.  
0.922    
Taskin 4 Dealing with innovations (about 
my Monitor X) on the Internet 
would be enjoyable.  
0.962    
Utility 
 
Lin (2006) 
Utility 1 Participation in the Beta online 
community enhances my ability 
to get information from 
community members.  
0.734 0.518 0.811 0.692 
Utility 2 Participation in the Beta online 
community enables me to share 
knowledge with community 
members.  
0.714    
Utility 3 Participation in the Beta online 
community helps to satisfy my 
social needs.  
0.743    
Utility 4 Overall, participation in the 
Beta online community meets 
my needs.  
0.687    
Social 
identity 
 
Lin (2006) 
Socide 1 I feel great to be a member in 
the Beta online community.  
0.898 0.794 0.939 0.914 
Socide 2 I find it easy to identify myself 
with the Beta online 
community.  
0.888    
Socide 3 I am proud to be a member of 
the Beta online community.  
0.882    
Socide 4 I would feel good if I were 
described as a member of the 
Beta online community.  
0.897    
Social 
cohesion 
 
Hsu and Lu 
(2007) 
Socoh 1 I fit in well with the Beta online 
community.  
0.918 0.808 0.894 0.764 
Socoh 2 I like the members of the Beta 
online community. 
0.879    
Socoh 3 In general, social communities 
act as a cohesive unit.  
Dropped    
Domain 
specific 
skills  
 
Füller et al. 
(2008) 
Skills 1 I consider myself very 
knowledgeable and can 
contribute to product 
developments.  
0.921 0.831 0.908 0.797 
Skills 2 I possess profound know-how 
(e.g., concerning technology, 
applications, market 
understanding, product design) 
relevant for virtual Monitor X 
product development.  
0.902    
Functional 
value 
 
Deng et al. 
(2010) 
Fvalue 1 I consider myself very 
knowledgeable and can 
contribute to product 
developments.  
0.856 0.764 0.907 0.845 
Fvalue 2 I possess profound know-how 0.928    
(e.g., concerning technology, 
applications, market 
understanding, product design) 
relevant for virtual Monitor X 
product development.  
Fvalue 3 I consider myself very 
knowledgeable and can 
contribute to product 
developments.  
0.836    
Emotional 
value 
 
Deng et al. 
(2010) 
Evalue 1 I feel good when I use the Beta 
web-site. 
0.864 0.751 0.923 0.890 
Evalue 2 Using the Beta web-site is 
enjoyable.  
0.900    
Evalue 3 The Beta web-site gives me 
pleasure. 
0.895    
Evalue 4 Using the Beta web-site is 
interesting. 
0.805    
Social value 
 
Deng et al. 
(2010) 
Svalue 1 Monitor X helps me to feel 
acceptable.  
0.894 0.761 0.927 0.897 
Svalue 2 Monitor X makes a good 
impression on other people.  
0.785    
Svalue 3 Using Monitor X gives me a 
sense of belonging to others 
users.  
0.901    
Svalue 4 Monitor X improves the way I 
am perceived.  
0.905    
Brand trust 
 
Füller et al. 
(2008) 
Trust 1 If I buy a training computer I 
have trust in the Beta brand.  
0.940 0.863 0.962 0.947 
Trust 2 If I buy a training computer I 
rely on the Beta brand.  
0.899    
Trust 3 Beta is a trusted brand.  0.953    
Trust 4 Beta is a secure brand. 0.923    
 
Table 1. Convergent validity, internal consistency, and reliability. 
3.2 The measurement model 
The descriptive statistics of the study were analyzed using the SPSS 16.0 software package. Data 
analysis was conducted using the Smart Partial Least Squares (PLS) structural equation modeling 
technique (Ringle et al., 2005). PLS is a powerful path modeling procedure because of its minimal 
demands on measurement scales (i.e., both category- and ratio-level indicators can be used in the 
same model), sample size, and residual distributions (Chin et al., 1999). PLS was used in this study as 
an alternative to covariance-based and explanatory structure equation model (SEM) techniques such 
as LISREL or Amos. We selected component-based Smart PLS because of the nature of the research. 
This research is more predictive than confirmatory theory testing by nature. In order to ensure the 
validity and reliability of the instruments convergent and discriminant validity was assessed. 
Convergent validity indicates whether the indicators represent the same factor. Convergent validity 
was ensured by assessing the factor loadings and by calculating the variance extracted. As Table 1 
shows, all model items loaded well and exceeded 0.50 (Hair et al., 2006), except Socoh 3, which was 
dropped. Average variance extracted (AVE) indicates the latent variable’s ability to explain the 
variance of its indicators. AVE should be greater than 0.50, which indicates that the latent variable 
better explains construct-related variance than error variance (Hair et al., 1998). Table 1 reports that 
the variance extracted from all the constructs exceeded 0.50. The internal consistency and reliability 
among the indicators were assessed by calculating Cronbach’s alpha and the composite reliability. 
Table 1 also shows that Cronbach’s alpha coefficient exceeds the suggested value of 0.60 for all 
constructs (Hair et al., 2006; Nunnally, 1978). The composite reliability of all of the constructs 
exceeded the suggested value of 0.7 (Nunnally, 1978).  
Discriminant validity tests the extent to which the constructs, which should not correlate with each 
other, are not correlative. Discriminant validity was assessed by computing the correlations between 
all construct pairs, calculating the square root of the average variance extracted, and calculating the 
cross-loadings of the items. All of the cross-correlations were below the threshold value of 0.90 (Hair 
et al., 1998). The square root of average variance extracted should usually be greater than the pair-
wise correlations of the constructs. The number of items, mean, standard deviation, and correlations 
of the constructs, as well as the square roots of the average variance extracted (bolded), are displayed 
in Table 2. As shown in Table 2, the square root of the variance extracted from all of the constructs is 
larger than all other cross-correlations. We also tested the loadings and cross-loadings of the items on 
their constructs. Items loaded more strongly to their own factor than to any other factor. Hence, the 
reliability and validity of the constructs in the model were acceptable, which confirmed that the 
operationalization was successful. 
 
Construct # of 
items 
Mean SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 
1. Innovation   
participation 
4 4.27 1.45 0.944           
2. Information and 
knowledge sharing 
5 2.83 1.18 0.539 0.796          
3. Task involvement 4 4.83 1.25 0.691 0.368 0.940         
4. Utility 4 3.70 0.98 0.473 0.580 0.315 0.719        
5. Social identity 4 3.68 1.12 0.219 0.294 0.223 0.351 0.891       
6. Social cohesion 2 3.87 0.95 0.269 0.267 0.253 0.311 0.746 0.899      
7. Domain specific 
skills 
2 4.60 1.34 0.577 0.448 0.607 0.306 -0.277 0.139 0.912     
8. Functional value 3 5.12 1.09 -0.110 -0.024 0.008 0.177 0.280 0.074 -0.031 0.874    
9. Emotional value 4 4.42 1.19 -0.010 0.039 0.095 0.234 0.427 0.234 -0.067 0.710 0.867   
10. Social value 4 3.92 1.07 0.261 0.302 0.279 0.332 0.436 0.327 0.220 0.225 0.396 0.872  
11. Brand trust 4 5.48 1.02 0.250 0.154 0.192 0.191 0.301 0.186 0.139 0.476 0.493 0.332 0.929 
SD = Standard deviation.  Note: The diagonal bolded elements are square roots of the average variance extracted. 
Table 2. The mean, standard deviation, and correlations of the constructs.  
3.3 Common-method bias 
The collected data was based on a self-report questionnaire that used the same questionnaire during 
the same period. There is a concern that the measurement method may cause systematic measurement 
error and common-method variance, which may bias the estimates of the relationship among the 
theoretical constructs. Harman’s single-factor test is one of the most widely used techniques for 
assessing common method variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003). This test assumes that if a substantial 
amount of common method variance is present, then either (a) a single factor will emerge from the 
factor analysis or (b) one general factor will account for the majority of the covariance among the 
measures (Malhotra et al., 2006; Podsakoff et al., 2003; Tiwana et al., 2009). We conducted Harman’s 
single factor test, wherein all of the items in the study were loaded into an exploratory factor analysis 
examining the unrotated factor solution using principal-component factor analysis with varimax 
rotation. The unrotated, principal-component factor analysis did not reveal one dominant factor. The 
analysis revealed the presence of eight factors with eigenvalue greater than 1.0. The first factor 
accounted for 29.1% of the variance and the second factor accounted for 17.8% of the variance. In all, 
the eight factors accounted 76.7% of the variance. Thus, the results reveal that the common method 
variance is not of great concern. 
4 THE RESEARCH MODEL 
The research model and the results are displayed in Figure 1, which shows the estimated path 
coefficients and the significance of the path (indicated with asterisks). Tests of significance were 
performed using the bootstrapping procedure. Bootstrapping t-test values are indicated below the path 
coefficient value. Standardized betas show that information and knowledge sharing has a strong 
significant impact on willingness to participate in open innovation (ß = 0.212), whereas brand trust 
and domain specific skills have an insignificant impact on willingness to participate in open 
innovation (ß = 0.091 and ß = 0.133, respectively). Overall, the research model accounts for 37.9% 
(R
2
 = 0.379) of the variance in information and knowledge sharing, 31.1% (R
2
 = 0.311) in brand trust 
and 60.9% (R
2
 = 0.609) in participating in open innovation, which can be regarded high.  
 
 
 
Figure 1. The research model. 
 
A summary of the findings regarding each hypothesis is displayed in Table 3. 
 
H1 Information and knowledge sharing has a positive influence on the willingness to 
participate in open innovation activities.  
Supported 
H2 The experienced utility has a positive influence on information and knowledge sharing. Supported 
H3 The experienced utility has a positive influence on the willingness to participate in 
open innovation activities. 
Supported 
H4 Task involvement has a positive influence on information and knowledge sharing. Supported 
H5 Task involvement has a positive influence on the willingness to participate in open 
innovation activities. 
Supported 
H6 Social identity has a positive influence on information and knowledge sharing. Not 
supported 
H7 Social identity has a positive influence on the willingness to participate in open 
innovation activities. 
Not 
supported 
H8 Social cohesion has a positive influence on information and knowledge sharing. Not 
supported 
H9 Social cohesion has a positive influence on the willingness to participate in open 
innovation activities. 
Not 
supported 
H10 Domain specific skills have a positive influence on the willingness to participate in 
open innovation activities. 
Not 
supported 
H11 Brand trust has a positive influence on the willingness to participate in open innovation 
activities. 
Supported 
H12 The experienced functional value has a positive influence on brand trust. Supported 
H13 The experienced emotional value has a positive influence on brand trust. Supported 
H14 The experienced social value has a positive influence on brand trust. Supported 
Table 3.  Summary of findings 
5 DISCUSSION 
Task involvement indicates the individuals’ perception that working with innovations in the online 
community is inspiring, pleasant, exciting and fun. The significant impact of task involvement on 
willingness to participate in open innovation activities is consistent with the finding of Füller et al. 
(2008). Individuals’ utilitarian goals act as a driving force for knowledge sharing and participation. 
Both utility and task involvement explain information and knowledge sharing and willingness to 
participate in open innovation. However, based on our analysis, task involvement is a better predictor 
for willingness to participate in open innovation than it is for information and knowledge sharing, 
while utility is a better predictor for information and knowledge sharing than for willingness to 
participate in open innovation. This is a very interesting finding, as it might suggest that people who 
have utilitarian motives, i.e. who hope to get some personal benefit from their involvement, might not 
be quite as willing to participate in open innovation than people who simply enjoy the creation of 
something new together with others. Information and knowledge sharing explains significantly the 
willingness to participate in open innovation activities. This indicates that individuals who share their 
information and knowledge are also willing to participate in open innovation activities. Wasko and 
Faraj (2000) found that people also participate in online communities because of the social aspects of 
belonging to the community, i.e. the ongoing debate and dialogue. Our findings differ here: the social 
constructs – social identity and social cohesion – had only an insignificant influence on both 
information and knowledge sharing and on the willingness to participate in open innovation. This 
indicates that pleasure and pride in belonging to a brand community, and the feeling of fitting with the 
brand community, neither motivate users to share information and knowledge, nor to participate in 
open innovation. A possible explanation might be that individuals do not perceive the fact of being 
part of a social community, or the feeling of being appreciated because they are members of social 
community, as very important. Instead, their motivation to participate might be more intellectual, as 
Wasko and Faraj (2000) argue. Surprisingly, domain specific skills did not have a significant 
influence on willingness to participate in open innovation activities. This finding is inconsistent with 
the findings of Füller et al. (2008). It might be that in our case heart rate monitor users do not see 
participation in innovation activities and co-operation directly with the company as the main 
motivator for participation in open innovation. Although users perceive that they have very good 
knowledge and know-how about the company’s products and services, this is no reason per se to 
engage in product development. Brand trust indicates users’ trust towards the product or service 
provider. Values related to brand trust (i.e. functional, emotional, and social value) significantly 
explain brand trust. However, we were surprised to find that brand trust only had an insignificant 
positive impact on the brand community members’ willingness to participate in open innovation 
activities. Our findings, therefore, differ from those of Füller et al. (2008). One possible explanation 
could be the different characteristic of the samples – Füller et al.’s (2008) sample consisted of people 
who were participating in a Golf GTI convention, not people who were already actively participating 
in an online open innovation brand community. Our study, on the other hand, was conducted among 
persons who already actively participated in a company’s online brand community and, therefore, our 
results might be a stronger indicator for companies who want to improve the results they achieve with 
user involvement in the innovation process with help of their online brand communities. Future 
research could study how the brand influences on whether brand trust can explain willingness to 
participate in open innovation. Companies who want to attract members to participate in and 
contribute to innovation activities in the brand community should, based on our results, rather focus 
on advertising the concrete ways in which users can benefit from participation (e.g. by influencing 
future properties and design of the brand’s product) than on emphasizing that the company needs the 
users’ experience and skills. In our case, access to the online community is limited to the 
organization's customers. The fact that the community is not open can be considered as a limitation 
of the study. Users had already prior experiences with the organization. On the other hand, the fact 
that the access to the online community is restricted may also mean that users who use such products 
or services might be better qualified to contribute their own knowledge and innovative ideas. In 
addition, the fact that the study was conducted in Finland only represents a research limitation. 
Therefore, future research could study whether and how the results of this study would differ in a 
different industry or cultural context.   
6 CONCLUSIONS 
This study has attempted to identify factors explaining users’ motivation to participate in open 
innovation in online brand communities. We collected the data in form of a web-based questionnaire 
in an online brand community environment resulting in (N=205) reliable responses. The main 
implications for practice are that the role of hedonic and utilitarian values - task involvement and 
utility - are the most important constructs which explain both information and knowledge sharing and 
willingness to participate in open innovation activities, while several constructs identified in previous 
research to have a significant impact on participation in open innovation (i.e. domain specific skills, 
social cohesion, social identity, brand trust) did not have a significant impact in our study. We believe 
that this research provides new insights into discussions about the factors that have an influence on 
information and knowledge sharing and willingness to participate in open innovation activities. In 
addition, we believe that this research will help organizations to better understand which motivates 
users to participate in open innovation activities, and to generate more value for the company. Our 
research shows that people are willing to share information and knowledge owned by the online 
community members. The organization’s brand is not the driving force for participation in open 
innovation activities. Our findings suggest that when trying to utilize online brand community’s 
intellectual capital, organizations should take into consideration the values of the community 
members and how these values match the company’s values. 
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